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ABSTRACT ¢
A contract deliverable on the NIE Communication
-~~~ Skills Project, this report consists of thres ssparéte documents
describing the instructionsl implicetions of ths anelytic end —
empirical vork cerried out for the "Clessroom Instruction in Reeding
Comprehansion” part of the project: (1) Guidalincs for Phrasel
1 ntetion; (2) Persing Tesks in Reading Comprshansion Ressarch;
{3 'ﬂnaﬁing—conprohoas;onf.nnixaitlyu! and Instructionsl Methods. All
> thras papars are designed to give precticel guidelinas to teachars or
training personnal in the use of innovetive instructional methods
helpful for poor reeders. The first pepar presents guidelines for
producing segmented text for studants with moderste skills in single
word recognitioa but problems in raeding connected text. The
guidelines, which give technicel end syntectic criterie for loceting
——— —appropriate phrasel units, ere illustrated by & text sample used in
an experimentel study. The second papar desls with parsing tasks,
wvhich reprasant & sacond ltc?c of treining in phrase end clause
boundery reading and ere designed to show students how to use
intuitive notions of lound and uaaning to parse santences and locats
groups of words that "go togather.” The third papsar describes some
classroom techniques and methods that will help students develop = |
%nl.gcntial_colpzohons}oanskilis—onhhtahur levels of text structure.
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Attached are three documents giving instructional implications of
the enalytic end empirical work carried out for Classroom instruc-
tion in Reading Comprehension. These materials are designed to

o CENTEA (eMIC)
R ‘ * xﬂrm docuiment hes been reproduce] e
. recenvad am the paTION O OIINWERTRN:
o GG o
— mtﬂmmatmmd-mw
.‘i T T Tt ARFDOTLTIDN TUINTY " - - 7 —mem oo
' Fomts of view o Opewon:s statetd n this docu.
i — . - e B0 AN NCERAM Ty TR o ffarat MIE
.___‘ Pt of pokcy
DATE: September 15, 1982
o 10 ¢ '
oJ i Dr. Bruce Cronneil v
bl FROM: Devid Snou‘Bl'
o Y
~F SUBJEQTI IHSTRUCTIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF 1NQUIRY I[H READING COMPREHENS ION
ey o -
£ COPES TO: , ~ - - -
V¥

- give practical guidelines to teachers or training personnel in the.
—use-ofinnovative instructional methods which, in our experience,

constitute Deliverabie No. 13 (Summpry reports instructionatl
implications) for the "Classroom Instruction in Reading Comprehension'
part .of the MIE Conmunication Skiils project.

. The first two papers describe soma classroom technigues suggested
by our empirical studies of reading comprehension. in z series of
experimental studies, staff investigatad chiidren’s perception of
instresentence units (phrases and clauses) in reading. The studies
showed that some poor readers have difficulty recognizing and using
these major syntactic units in printed text. This is reflected most
cleeriy in the students’ oral reading, which may show miscues in
intonation, stress, and pausas. Inappropriate strategies for
"*grouping words together In meaningfui units'" {parsing) aiso have
adverse effects on reading comprehension.

A promising instructional aid for such readers 1S 3egmented text.
Segmented {or parsed) text presents each mesningful phrase on a
separate line. «(An siternative method is to separate phrases with '

.. .slashes.) - The-lines-or-stashes glve explicit cues to the bounderids
of functionaily significant units In reading. These phrasally cued
texts help to introduce the notion of grouping words together, and
give chlldren practice in recognizing meaningful phrase and ciause
units. This practice constitutes a first step In learning strategies’

¢ - that are conducive to good oral reading and comprehension.

Guidelines for producing segmented text are presented in the first
paper. The guideiines, whizh give technical and syntactic criteria
ﬁ‘ for locating appropriste phrasal units, are jllustrated by & text
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sample taken from the study's experimentai materfals. Using these
procedures, teachers can prepare segmented text materials for use

in the classroom with students who possess moderate skills for single
word recognition but who still have difficulty in reading connected
text.

The second paper deals with parsing tasks. These activities represent
3 second stage of training in phrase and clause boundary reading.

This second stage helps children to recognize meaningful groups of
words more independentiy. In parsing activities, students learn to
Tocate the boundaries of phrasal units themselves, without the aid of .~ _ .. |
line boundary cues. Instead of using syntactic criterias, which the
children may find confusing, these activities show students how tO use
intuitive notions of sound and meaning to parse sentences and locate
groups of words that '‘go together.' After this practice, c¢tildren are - _—
well on their way toward using efficient comprehension strategies in
their everyday reading experiences.

One special comment about these activities should be emphasized. When
using segmented texts or parsing activities, the teacher should use
extensive oral modelling to convey the mefodic and temporal cues
(prosodic features) that are associated with phrase and clause boundaries
in speech. Through simultaneous listening and reading, children can more
easily relate the new reading materiais and skills to the rich oral
language knowledge they already possess.

The third paper in this series, entitlied ""Reading Comprehension:
Definitions and Instructional Methods," describes some classroom
techniques that are derived from analytic phases of the project. The
activities described in this final paper represent an extension of
instruction beyond the skilis that were the focus of the preceding
papers. The focus here is on methods that will help students with
advanced comprehension skills on the discourse level of text organiza~
tion. These skills entai) comprehension of inferential text information
that is given by more than one sentence Or even by the text as a whole.
Such information is logically implied by relationships between litera!}
statements but is not directly stated in the text. Many teachers
believe that these aspects of comprehension (sometimes called "inter-
pretive skills"), represent the most important {and difficult)
instructional goal for children in the middle and upper elementary
grades.
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These three papers, then, address a wide range af comprehension
skills, beginning with a focus on literal comprehension at the
phrase and sentence levels and extending to inferential compre~
hension skills on higher levels of text structure. ThuS, one or
another of these techniques can be used with students at different
stoges in the acquisition of reading skilis. In spite of the
diversity of approaches and instructional goais, these techniques
share a common, unifying feature--all of them are designed to foster
_ young readers' active, purposeful involvement in the creative task
of 'constructing'' meaning from printed text.

vn
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GUIOELINES FOR PHRASAL SEGMENTATION

David Snow

‘or studies of the effects of phrasal segnentatlon on text comprehen-

slon and oral reading (Coots § Snow, 1982: Snow, Coots, & Smith, 1982),
materials were prepared with reading passages that had been divided tnto
phrasal units. This paper summarizes the guidellnes used for segmenting
text into phrasal units and exempiifies the use of these guidelines in a
phrasally segmented text.’

The following guidelines were used to divide text into phrasal units.
The guidelines are based on linguistic analysis, on psycholinguistic
studies ci sentence perception in listening and reading {Snow & Coots,
1981), and on intaition.

The first set of guidelines {a through e below) givas character:stics
that apply to all phrasal segments.

a. Segmented units are generally 3-7 words in lengih.
b. Segmented units include ‘ntegral syntactic units.

¢. The words in segmented units are linked together by grammati:al
relationships.

d. Breaks are avolded chat might introduce ambiguity. On the other
* hand, breaks that might clarify ambiguity are acceptable.

e. Some sentences may comprise whole segments.

The second series {1 through 11 below) gives syntactic criteria for
the phrasal segmentation of text. The Appendix is an example of segmented

text, that illustrates the use of these guidelines. Next to each phrasal
segment is one or more numbers identifying the appliicable syntactic

guideline(s).
1. Main and subordinate clauses are usuaily separated.
2. Coordinate sentences are generally separated.
3. Coordinate verb phrases are generally separated.
4. Prepositional phrases {including infinitive phrases) are usually
segmented. The notable exception occurs when the preposition

constitutes part of an idiomatic expression, normally with a
preceding verb.
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Adverblal phrases are usually segmented. Exceptions tend to
be cases In which the phrase Is judged to be trivial or awkward
when in [solation. :

. Preposed elements are generally segmented {e.g., This

morning/ . . .). -

The subject and the verb are usually separated 1f one of the
following conditions is met:

a. the subject noun phrase contains modiflers {(e.9., noun +
adjective);

b. the subject noun phrase is compiex (e.9., relative clauses);

€. the subject noun phrase serves {n some other way as a
stage~setting event. ]

The verh and the complement are usually separated when the
subject and verb remain conjoined and when one of the followihg
conditions prevalls:

a. the complement Is complex {e.g., People thought/ this infor~
mation . . .), or contains modifying phrases.

b. the complement is separated from the verb by an intervening,
segmented phrase (e.g9., The cause was,/ In the final
aralysis,/ unknown). .

Lists of items within a single category are not usually divided
{e.g., Borneo, Burma, Thafland, . . .). However, an elaborated

item {usually at the end of the series) Is separated (e.g.,
. ./ that showed Joy, love, anger,/ and other feelings).

Complex coordinate noun phrases are generally separated.

Head noun phrases are usually segmented with their sentential
complements. Exceptions occur when

a. the noun phrase Is In postverbal position and the entire
segment would axceed to constraints on word length.

b. the complement Is a nonrestrictive relative clsuse.
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.0f a very poor country 5, 6

4
APPEADIX
PHRASALLY SEGMENTED TEXT

THE MUFFIN MUNCHER

Many, many years ago 5, 6
in the far corner 4, s

stood the poorest of poor castles.

The villagers of the castle 7a

did not have riches and valuables.
They were also poor in spirit.

They had done nothing 4, 11a
to be proud of.

The only way they had stayed alive at all

~ was by baking and selling 8a

the best muffins in the land.

Every morning 5, 6

the king, 11b

who was also the head baker, 7b

would bake 3 fresh batch.

When he had finished, 1,5, 6

the people would load their carts 3
and set off 4

for the other villages 4 T
in the kin '

T
—

e

There was never any trouble. 1la
selling the muffins.
They were the finest ever baked.

1,

But because the people were So poor, 1, 5, 6
they had to use all the mcney they hcd earned 4

to buy wood for the fire 10
and flour to make more mufiins.




So, S, 6

day in and day out s, 6

the head baker, 1ib

who was al1s0 the king, 7b

would builg up the giant fires in the ovens 3
and bake muffins.

He would slowly mix all the ingredients 4
in a big cracked bowl. ‘

Then he would pour the mix into the tins 3
and put thera in the ovens to bake.

The people were jJust barely getting a’iong.

As if things were not bad enough, 1, 5, 6

there appeared at the castle one day 6, 7a

a great dragon.

Now this was not 8a

your everyday 9 —
run-of-the-mill dragon.

He was rather large. I |
He was a.littte heavy. _
He was a muffin-munching dragon. \

With crumbs still on his face 4

from the last mu7fins he'd eaten 1, 4, 6
he came down the hill S

right up to the bridge.

Yaking one 100k, 5, 6
the people ran over the bridge 4, 10
and into the castile.

*
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The dragon took & great long smell.
He said, *I smell muffins!”

This castle, 1!

he decided, 1

smelled 1ike a nice place to stay.
So he moved in 4

right under the bridge.

He was very tired from his long journey.

He took his pillow 10

and the picture of his pony from his bag, 3
curled up, 3

and fell fast asleep.

The next merning S5, 6

the people looked out their castle windows 3
and thought that the dragon was gone.
Breathing a sigh, 5, 6

they began preparing for anonther day.

After loading their wagons 4

with fresh warm muffins 1,5 6

they set off across the bridge 4
over the soundly Sleeping dragon.

With a1l the noise from the wage .. 4, 6
he woke up right away.

He peeked up over the edge of the bridge ¢
to see what was going on.

"So, that's it.

The people from the castle make muffins!
Those muffins 100k so good 2

and I am very hungry.

How can I get the people 4

to bring me fresh muffins?”

10 :




. He thought znd thought 3

and finaily came up with a plan.
He jumped up on the bridge 4
right in front of the people, 3
tried to ook very mesn, 3

and roared.

"Stop, 2 .
or I shall burn up your bridge!"
Then he blew 3 1ittle flame, 3
and puffed three smoke rings.

"From now On," e rumbled, 4, 6

"you s‘ha'l'l each give me 8a . .
ten of your best muffins 5 '
as your price to cross my bridge. ™ )

. “But this is our bridge!” they cried.

“Well if I burn it wp 1, 5, 6
it won't be anybody‘s bridge,” said the dragon.

The .people thought 3

and talked awhile 3

and finally agreed 4, 8a

to give the dragon what he wanted.

They barely had enoygh money to buy wood, 5
let alone enough wood 4, 1le

to buiid a mew bridge.

From then Oon 4, 6
every wagon that crossed the bridge 1, 7b
left ten muffins.

11




With crymbs all eround him %, 6
the dragon would sit there 3

stuffing those scrumptious muffins away.

This might have gone on to this day 4
except for one little thing.

The dragon was eating so many muffins 1
that the people did nct have enough to sell.
Because of that, 5, ¢

they didn't have encugh money 4, 11a

to buy wood for the ovens 10

or even flour to bake more muffins.

They would return every day 4
with fewer and fewer JooOds.

One day 3, 6

they 311 ca.« home with nothing.

The next morning 5, ¢

the head baker, 11ib

who was also the king, 7p

could not fire up the graat ovens 1 5
because there was no wood.

He could not yse his bio cracked bosl 1, 3
because he had no fiour or goods 4, 1la
to put in it.

With a heavy heart 4, 6

and a tear in his eye .0, &

the baker sat sadly 4

on a pile of empty Flour sacks 3

and cried.

“We have no more goods to make muffins.
Ve have no more wood to 1ight the fires.
We carnot bake any more muffins.

12
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Qur bridge will be burned down.
. What are we ever to do?”
That same day 5, 6
the dragon woke up, 3
brushed his teeth, 3
combed his hair, 3
and prepared for another day of muffin munching.
He waited 3
and waited 3
and waited.
No wagons came,
His stomach began to rumble and roar.
He tried eating 2 few of the crumbs 1, 1la
. that had dropped on the ground S
the day pefore.
. They were stale.
"No muffins!® he roared.

Finally S, 6

he deciced to enter the castie 3
and find out what had happened 4
to a1l his muffins. .

The dragon walked through the castle 1, s
until he reached the bakery.
Then he peeked inside.
“Where are my muffins?” he roared.
*I've been waiting 3
and waiting 3
and waiting!
. Whére are they?"

13
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The head baker, 11b

who was als0 the king, 1, 7b
walked up to ihe dragon 1, S

8s bravely as he could.

*Mr. Dragon,” he said, !

“we are poor peorple.

We live in a poor castle 1, 11b

"~ which has very little.

Before you came. 1, 5, 6

the muffins we sold 1, 7»

barely paid for our firewood 10

and the goods we need 4, 1la

to mix muffins.

Now that we have to give you so many muffins,
we can't buy enough wood.

Our ovens have no heat.*”

That poor dragon 7a

was 50 very confused.

He wanted some muffins 1, S
because he was 50 hungry.

But at the same time S, 6
he falt sorry for the baker 10
and the other peovple 1, 11a
who 1ived in the castle.

He thought 3
and thought.
Finally, S5, 6
a great big smile crossed his face.
*I have it!" he shouted.

He asked the head baker, 1, 11b
who was also the king, 1
to call all the people 4
to a castle meeting 1, §
s0 that he could tel) them 4

of his wonderful plan.

»

14
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The people 7c¢

happily began to cheer and shout 1, $

as he finished telling his plan.

Surely S, 6

the dragon had solved the castle's problems
and his own.

Then and for always 5, 6
the dragon heated the ovens of the bakery
with his mighty flame.

With the extra money they saved 4, 6
by not having to buy wood 1, 4, 6
tie people were aple - 4

to leave a stack of muffins 4
in reach of the muffin.munching dragon S
every single day.

15
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PARSING TASKS IN READING COMPREHENS ION RESEARCH

David Snow

ABSTRACT

This paper reviews some techniques that have been used for eliciting
children's judgments about functional parsing units in sentences. The
review suggests that children understand the parsing task best when the
instructions direct their attention to both the sound and meaning of
intrasentence units. In pause acceptability judgments, for example,
the children mark boundaries in the text where it is permissible to
pause and the text still makes sense. Activities using pause acceptability
judgments can be used to assess (and facilitate) children's acquisition

of sentence perception skills in reading.
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PARS ING TASKS IN READING COMPREHENS ION RESEARCH

David Snow

The psychological process of segmenting sentences into meaningful
units or ''chunks' is believed to be an important aspect of text corpre-
hension processes (Clark & Clark, 1977; Rode, 1974-1975}, Parsing
skills have been studied by reading researchers in an effort to determine

' L
the ways in which individual segment written sentences into processing
units having psychological significance. This paper SummarizZes the
procedures and findings of several studies focusing on text parsing
skills, and discusses the implications of this research for instruction-
al issues such as the use of parsed text in interventional training for
poor readers.

The procedures discussed in this review all use elicited judgnents
from participants, rather than an analytic scheme, to determine meaningful
word groupings in prose. 1{in general, participants are asked to divide
sentences into groups of words by placing slashes in the text. The
approaches differ from one another in three areas: 1) the specific in-
structions given to participants as to how to identify groups of words having
syntactic or prosodic integrity, 2) the format in which the text is pre-
sented, for example. whether or not it contains line brrake or punctuation,
and 3} the amount of practice and/or modeliny that is used to caplain

the task.
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SURVEY OF PROCEDURES

The most characteristic type of parsing task elicits perceptions
of text structure indirectly by asking individuals to make Judgments
about pause placement in sentences. This technigue was first used by
Johnson {1970), who sought an objective method of specifying the lin-
guist}c subunits of prose. Johnson defined such units as places where
speakers could pause. Boundaries where it was acceptable to pause were
hypothesized to be an important.locus of encoding and decoding processes.
In order to locate these boundaries, adult judges were asked to divide
@ narrative passage into units bOundeﬁ at junctures where one rould
pause in order to catch a breath, to give emphasis to the story, or to
enhance meaning. Theve units were catled ''pause acceptability units"
or "linguistic units." The validity of each unit was established when
at least half of the judges marked it as.acceptable for pausing.

Using & technique similar to JohnsOn's. Mason and Kencall (1973}
studied children's ability to identify meaningful units in passages.
Both adults and children (ages 9 tg.li) were asked to identify pause
locations in passages by marking their boundaries with slash marks.
These ''intrasentence pausal junctures'' were described to participants as
locations "where they would pause if they read the passage aloud.' No
other instructions, examples, or explanations of the task were apparently
given. The passaje format is unknown,; except that it apparently con-

tained standard punctuation.

18




Comparisons between the children'; and adults' pareing of the texts
showed little agreement. Nine year-olds tended to make idiosyncratic
judgments, suggesting that the task had not been well understood. Older
children were very cautious in marking pause junctures; many of them
restricted their judgments to locations already marked by commas in the
text. In general, the results were interpreted as showing that even
upper elementary school children are not able to identify intrasentence
units in passages.

In a second study, Mason and Kendall investigated the effect of -
text manipulations on children's reading comprehension. Fourth graders
rcad paragraphs in Standard, Parsed, and Short Sentence formats. The
Parsed version presented each meaningful unit on a separate indentéd
‘ line, with parsing apparently determined by the experimenters. The Short
Sentence version did not control for line breaks, but presented the text
in simple sentences. An example of the three formats is shown below.

Standard

Dick will be in Grade Five and though he enjoys math he
likes art class best. ‘

Parsed
Dick wilt be in Grade Five
and though he enjoys math

he likes art class best.

Short Sentence

Dick will be in Grade Five. He enjoys math. He enjoys
art. He likes art class best.

The examples shown above give the 2nly indication of what the actual

text formats iooked like. No punctuation other than periods was appar:~ Il

. used.
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Multiple-rhoice comprehension testing showed that both experimental
formats led to better ccmprehension and slower reading times than the
Standard text format, but only for low-ability readers. It is interest-
ing to note that these effects were strongest for the Short Sentence
version. Thus, it appears that Parsed text may provide @ good bridge
for some readers between Simple-sentence passages (which are easiest
to understand) and the more structurally complex language that predom-
inates in the reading materials of upper elementary school children.

An additional conclusion or the study is worthy of n~te. The authors
point out that middle- or high-ability students did not benefit from
text organizations that segmented the text into meaningful word aroups
This inplies that such readers are already proficient at the task cf
identifying intraséntence junctures as required for comprehension, =ven
though children of the same age did not perform well in the earlier
parsing task. Therefore, the children's inability to identify pausal
boundaries in the context of this parsing task does not indicate an in-
ability to tacitly identify and use intrasentence junctures as a part of
the comprehension process itself. The results show that the tesk may
simply fail to revea! the children's understanding of constituent structure
in sentences.

Kleiman, Winoorad, and Humphrey (1979) elizited judaments about
intrasentence units by appealing more directly to children's intuitions

of sentence structure. They used @ parsing task in the context of testing

the hypothesis that children's text parsing skills wnuld be facilitated
by the availability of prosodic information that is missing from written

material.
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. The stimuli consisted of short, descriptive passages about fictional
¢reatures. Each sentence was presented on & separate page. Line breaks
were apparently determined by imposing a maximum 1ine length, Except
for periods, no punctuation seems to have been used. Participants were
fourth grade children, evenly divided between above~ and below-average
readess. Judgrments by adults on the same task provided & normative
parsing of the text which was used to assess the children's accuracy on
the task. ‘

The children uere‘askqd to divide the sentences into ‘'meaningful
groups of words' by ma' ing slashes at word group boundaries. They were
shoun several examples of how sentences might be divided. The children
were asked to read each sentence twice. On the first reading., they were

9

. to think about words that formed meaningful groups: on the second, they

marked slashés at the boundaries of word groups. ‘

f.ur types of structure whith were candi-

The scoring focused on
dates for designation as meaningful word groups:

1. Clause subordination marked by conjunctions Iiké‘because, when,

2, Clause conjunction, that is. clauses conjoined by and or but,
including coordinate predicate constructions.

3. Sentence-initial noun-phrases containing adjectives, conjunctions,
or prepositional phrases,

4. Within-phrase conjunction, such as conjoined noun phrases and
adjectives.

The last two categories refer to structures at the phrase or within-

. phrase level. Length of these units {number of words) was found to be

21




an important factor that determined whether Epey were marked as separate
word groups. Thus, clause structures were more consistently marked by
beth children and adults than phrasal or within-phrase structures.
Candidate str;ctures that were marked by half or more of the adult
Jjudges were considered to be word groups requiring breaks. The children's
performance was compared to this consernsual parsing of selected >truc-
tures in the passages. Some example sentences are given below, showing
the adults' judgments of meaningful word groups. A superscript above
each boundary indexes the type of structure {1 to 4) as listed sbove.
Line brezks are shown as they occurred in the text.

2
Glods are very large/and they are easy to sce.
1 4
Because they have such long wings/they can fly very fast/and for a
long time.

Glods sleep during the dayiand eat at night.
The people on Oreseaget scared/;hen they know giods are czming.
Glods are atraid of wateriand they stay away from rivers/and large
lakes.

Children periormed the task ir two conditions. [In the ''No Prosody' con-

dition, there was only a written presentation of the text; in the
Prosody condition, the children received & simultaneous written and
sp;ken presentation of the sentences. The analysis focused on the fre-
quency with which participants marked breaks at points required by the
adult-normed version. As predicted, results showed that the parsing
skills of below-average readers were significantly better in the Proscdy
condition. The authors concluded that the lack Ef prosodic information
contributes to the difficulty some children have with parsing written

text and hence with reading comprehension.
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Cioffi (1980) used & parsing task as & means of addressing two
major questions. 1) Do good and poor comprehenders differ in their
ability to perceive and articulate sentence structure? 2) {s the com-
prehension of poor readers facilitated by articulating the structure
of sentences as identified by their peers?

Children in the study were third and fourth graders representing
Good Comprehenders and "'Skilled Decoders’ (Gibson & Levin, 1975), the
latter group corrosponding roughly to readers identified by Cromer
(1970) as Difference readers. Children participated with the experimenter
in the study, in small heterogeneous aroups of from & to 15.

Each participant received either & narrative passage (sbout a scitnce
fiction incident) or an expository text (about voicanoes). The passage
was typeo in standard format, with double-spacing., Participants alsc
received the same passage in a format in whith each sentence was typed
lengthwise on a separate line, with triple spacing between lines,

Except for sentence-final periods, no punctuation was used in any of the
experimental materials. Participants were first asked to read the story

in the standard format (typed on one page! (o find out what it was

about. Hext, participants were told they would be dividing sentences byt

vould first practice the task. Prac*ice materials were four sentences
from *Jack and the Beanstalx." d

A crucial aspect of Cioffi's procedures is the lareful practice
tnat was provided for the children t» help them understand the tash.
Cioffi had found that simply asking students to mark places where it

makes sense to pause sometimes confuses taem. His explanation of the

task and practice session are described below.
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The experimenter told the subjects that he was 90ing to reav
the first sentence from '"Jack and the Beanstalk,” and he wanted
them to tell him what he was doing wrong. The sentence was then
read in a grossly exaggerated word-by-word fashion.

Typically, students responded by suggesting that the sentence was
being read too slowly or spaces were being left between 31l of the
words.

The experimenter probed, '"Are there places where it is okay to
pause, say to t-ke a breath?"

The students agreed there were.

""Where are they?"

Students invariably suggested periods or commas signalled
places where one might pause.

Y"aAnd if there are no periods or commas, are some places better.
than others?"

Students admitted that thare were places without punctuation
where it was permissible to pause. .

At this point their attention was directed to the first
sentence, &nd they were asked to mark one place where they could
pause and stili have the sentence make sense. While they were
deciding, the experimenter circulated among the students, encourag-
ing them, apologizing that the task was sometimes hard, and praising
any response. {Cioffi, 1980, pp. 107-108)

The experimenter continued in this manner until the children were able to
practice the task of finding two and finally trree pause locations within
a sentence. After this practice session, subjects were then asked to
find three pause locations within each sentence of the experimental
passage they had read.

Pause acceptability locations that were chosen by at least 10 of
18 subjects in each group were selected 3s group judgments for sentence
constituents. The analysis focused on differences between 9roups in pause
acceptability judgments, and on the relationship between individual
perfornance on the parsing task and other measures of reading skills
such as auditory vocabulary and comprehension,

A sentence parsing index was computed for each child by tallying
the number of pause acceptability judaments that agreed with the grou,

norms. Correlations between this parsing index and other reading skills
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Such as comprehension ability were weak and nonsignificant, except for
Skilled Decoders on the expository text. This finding indicates that

the relationship between parsing abilities and other subskills of recading
needs to be further explored.

Comparisons between the judgments of G¢>d Comprehenders and Skilled
Decoders showed quantiiativg but not qualitative differences in sensitiy-
ity to syntactic structure., Although the Good Comprehenders identified
more constituent boundaries to criterion than did the Skilled Decoders,

the two groups did not differ ir the types of structure that were marked

as acceptable for pausing. In general, both groups placed pausa! bounda-

ries at acceptable grammatical locations. The most frequent locations

marked for pauses were within-clause junctures between noun phrases and
. verb phrases, as well as the boundaries of prepositional phrases. So™c

examples are shown beliow reflecting the group judgments of good cormpre-

henders.

Simple sentences with prepositional phrases

(1) The Earth - looked blue and green - and fragile - through the
window.

(2} tn some volcances - big pieces of rock - are thrown from the
crater - in giant explosions.

Coordinate constructions

{3} The cabin - 1ights flickered - and dimmed.
{4) Volcanoes are very different - and no twn -~ Rave the same history.

Complex sentences

(5) The ship - was beginning ~ to tumble.

(6) There must - be a leak -~ she thought.

. (7) She was one of the first ~ of the star children = as they were
called.
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(8) The Hawaiian Islands ~ were formed by lava - slowly flowing
from the craters = of volcanoes on the ocean floor.

(9) At the top of the cone = where the lava leaves = the volcano -
& crater forms.

(10} Active volcanoes = are the ones }ike Hount Saint Helens - that
are erupting now.

The examples show that the children's marking of pause atceptability
locations corresponds generally to constituent boundaries. However, as
Cioffi points out, the parsing is sometimes agrammatical or reflects
lower-level bourdaries réther than larger constituent structures
of the sentence. E-amples include the split between cabin and lights
{serte~ce 3) or the split between lava leaves and the¢ volcz-o (9).
Some of these instances of local constituent breaks may reflect the fact
that the forced-choice task can encourage children to snaly2e sentences
. in more detail than is required for facilitating comprehension., This
and related issues are further discussed in the following section.
This review has mentioned four studies that use & sentence Pa2rsing
task. Some major characteristics of the methodology in each case are

listed in Table 1.

DISCUSSION

In the parsing tasks described in Table ), ingividuals are asied to
locate boundaries between groups of words on the bas's of one of the
fotlowing cues: 1) words that form meaningful groups, 2) Yocations
where one would pause when reading out loud, 3} locations where it
would be acceptable to pause. A major conclusion conCerning these tasks
generally is that any of these instructions are likely to be confusing

. to children. 1n order to be successful, the task procedures must include

sufficient practice and training.

26




TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF STUDIES USING PARSING TASKS

Task Descriptors Johnson (1970) Mason & Kendall (1978) Kleiman et al, (1979) Cioffi (1980)

Participants adults children {9-11 years) children (Grade &) chitdren (Grades 3 & &) -

Cue for defining paJse acceptable pause locations meaningful groups pause okay, stil) makes
units sense

Name of units pausal units intrasentence units word groups sentence constltuents

Norms by adults adults adults participants -

Findings for N/A not successiul prosodic cues aided no substantial dif-
parsing skills parsing skills ferences between

reading groups
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As Cioffi points out, these tasks can be approached with one of two
strategies. In one stvategy, individuals will 100k for syntactic and
semantic cues to guide their marking of intrasentence units. That is,
they will use intvitions of structural units and mark bounda:ies that
maintair the integrity of these units. An approach of this kind was
encouraged by instructions asking children to look for "meaningful groups
of words'' (Kleiman et al., 1979). On the other hand, tasks in which
children are asked to make pause acceptability judgments invite a strategy
of using prosodic information or an auditory sense of '‘what sounds right."

Since the purPose of these tasks is to reveal children's sensitivity
to constituent structure {(which presumably corresponds to the encoding
unit of comprehension), a task focusing on intuitions of syntactic struct-
ure would seem to be the most direct method of probing such abilities.
How;ver, this task is more difficult to explain to children than one
based on prosodic cues. Cioffi's approdch seems to be & good compromi
He asked children to look for locations where it was okay to pause and
the sentence would still make sense. Since this procedure makes an
appeal to both prosodic characteristict of sentences ("okay to pause')
and Syntactic-semanzic structure (it still "makes sense''), the children
may use either strategy or both. Anecdotal reports in Cioffi's study

indicated that this was indeed what the children did. 1t may, in fact.

be possible to combine possible instructions 1o children in even rore

explicit ways.

Validity of Parsing Tasks Based on Pausal Judarents

Pecause pausing phenomena are more accessible tnan syntactic

intuitions &nd more esasily defined in behavioral terms, pausat judirents
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. have been used as the basis for most parsing tasks. |t would be
worthwhile to consider the validity of pausal judgments as indicators of
children’s knowledge of structure in sentences. Clearly there are
instances in which pause acceptability judgments fail to reveal the
parsing skills that children must indeed possess. For example, in the .
Mason and Kendall (1978) study, neither good or poor readers performed
well on the task. However, good readers must have o good {if tacit)
knowledge of syntactic structure because parsing strategies are presumably
a necessary adjunct to the text comprenension skills that these childreﬁ
demonstrate. This means that the parsing task failed to reveal their
knowledge of sentence structure.

Some of the reasons for the poor results that are sometimes obtained

. in parsing tasks are procedural in nature. For example, the Mason and
Kendal! task did not seem to be supported with sufficient practice and
explanation, which is an important issue, as mentioned above. Children
cannot be expected to perform a task :hat they do not really understand.

A secand problem relating to procedures is that participants were
directed to mark places in the text where they would pause if they read
the text out loud {not just where it would be acceptable). This is prob-
ably too stringent a requirement if pausal judgments are to be used as
an indirect reflection of the perception of constituent boundaries in
sentences. Although speakers do frequently pause at constituent boundaries
within senténces {Goldman-Eisler, 1968}, the relation between pausing
and structure is not absolute but only a corselation that is not always

reliable {Larkey, 1979; Cioffi, 1980). Perhaps one reason for this is

. that pausing may be used for other purposes than that of marking or
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enhancing the packaging of sentences, funct.ons such as emphasis and
focus. In addition, information blocking {which may be marked by pauses
and intonation changes) is dependent on the speaker's estimation of the
density of new information being tonveyed (Grimes, 1975). Thus, there
are probably few instances in which the relatiion between pausing and
structure is absolutely predictive,

Most studies of pausing phenomena as measures of structural units
are based ON the idea that pausing is at least acceptable at constituent
Iboundaries. That is, when pauses occur in speech percelved to be fluent,
they generally do not disrupt the temporal and prosodic integrity of
constituent units {Clark & Clark, 1977). Tasks that attempt to elicit
such judgments seem to be more reliable than those that focus on un-

. structured performance.

If pauses are acceptable at constituent units, what type of units
are important? Are they clauses, phrases, or constituents within phrases?
The following discussion addresses these questions and their relation
to the purpose of parsing tasks. These questions are pursued by locking
first at some brief examples of analytic or intuitive models of text
parsing and then comparing these models with children's group judgments

of pausal units in Cioffi's study.

The Structure of Pausal Units

Sentences can be analytically divided into increasingly refined
constituent units. Eventually each word is a constituent of some higher=
level unit. The question addressed here is: At what point do constitu.nts

. become sufficiently complex and integrated to become important as units

in processing? In othe- words, wtat level of text parsing is important

i
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]

and how does it relate to pausing judyments? As a starting poiag, it
can be hypothesized that a "chunk'' corresponds to a major syntactic unit.
Such units might be defined as ones thit are aot contained within the
boundaries of any other constituent except for the sentence as a whole.
For example, a sentence used in the well-known click experiments of
Fodor and Bever {1965) is shown below, with diagramming in labeled

brackets to indicate the constituent structure,

v

{11) [ [ That [ {he)] {was happy ] ] )1 [ was ( evident [ from
SINPI $2 NP2 VP2 VP2 52 NP1 VP ADJ PP

[ [thewsy) [hesmitledd 3 1 1 3} 1
NP3 - 53 - §3 NP3 PP ADJ VPI S

Fodor and Bever found that perceptions of sentence interruptions {locus
of clicks) migrated tc the major syntactic boundary, which is svown
above by the arrow. This boundary occurs between the complex subject
noun phrase and the verb phrase, units that are not ensbedded vithin
any other intrasentence c0nstjtuent. Other structures fitting this de-
finition of major constituents would be sentence adverbials anc subordinate
clauses. Such examples seem to be the clearest cases of constituent
boundaries that are also the most likely to be marked by pauses or by
other prosodic phenomena,

However, other examples show that the parsing of sentences may
result in units that do not correspond to major constituent boundarics
in this sense. For example, a sentence used in the study conducted by
Graf and Torrey {1966) is shown below. Graf and Torrey arranaed sentences
in mesningful phrases, an cxample of which i< used here as a <randard for

comparison with responses given by children in the pacsal jude nt tgo:-.

32




16

{12) { [ ouring World War 11 ]

S1 ADY ADV
(13) [ even fantastic schemes]
nel Wel
{14) [ received consideration ]
Vel Vel .
(15) [ if they [ gave promise
52 VP2
(16) [ of shortening the conflict ] } 1 1}
$3 83 VP2 52 s1 ‘

The first three pnrases correspond to the type of constituents

discussed above; that is, they are major syntactic constituents. Lines

{15) and (16), however, split the subordinate clauce (a major constituent)
into two smaller units., This parsing is determined primarily by length

(the whole c¢‘'ause is tuo long). As a result, line {15) is not & whole
constituent. It contains the subject, verb, and object head-noun. The
embedded clause (16) is parsed as a separate constituent. Note also that
the subject noun they is not separated from the verb phrase, again because
of length considerations. |In general, the parsing seems to be sensitive

to .hree factors: 1) number of propositions expressed, 2) major constituent
structure, and 3} subordination structure.

The judgments of pausing acceptability observed by Cioffi show a
number of striking similarities to the parsing shown above. |In the
examples that follow, the sentence constituents identified by the Good
Comprehenders in his study are written on separate lines.

{17} [ [ This morning ]

S ADV ADV
(18) [ kim } [ | was sitting in the forward cabin ]
Ne NP VP Vel VPl
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(19) [ and watching the Earth
VP2

{20} [ through the cabin window ] ] ] 1
PP PP VPZ VP §

The second verb phrase (''and watching the Earth through the cabin window')
has been divided into two units, probably because it is too long (three
propositions). TheSe two units are not major constituents, but they
maintain the integrity of the verb and object noun phrase (line 19) and
the prepositional phrase (20}, On the other hand, the subject noun
phrase of the main clause {"Kim''} is not Separated from the verb phrase.
Again, this seems to be because of length; The single noun is too short
and does not express a proposition. In all cases, an interaction between
word length (probably propositional density) and structure seems to guide
the assignment of pausal boundar.es.

Another example shows some of the same features.

{21) [ [ 7The Hawaiian 1slands }
S1 NPl NP1

{22) [ were formed by lava
vP1

(23) [ slowly flowing from the craters
§2

{24) { of volcanoes [ on the ocean floor ) ) 1 ] ]
PP PP PP PP $2 VPI SI

This example contains a long, complex verb phrase whose pausal junctures

divide it into units reflecting the subordinate Structure of the sentence.

This is shown particularly by units (22) and (23}, each of which contains

a verb and a head noun dominating the immediate lower level of structure.
The examPles discussed above show that pausal judgments agrec

fairly well with some adult models of sentence parsing. The units do
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not necessarily coincide with major constituent bourdaries. Instead,
parsing structure is sensitive to an interaction between (1) number of
propositions expressed {1 to 3 propositions per chunk), (2) constituent
structure, and (3) subordination.

On the sentence level, parsings tend to divide the sentence into
clausal and adverbial units, giving main clauses, sentence adverbs, sub-
ordinate clauses, and coordinate sentences (e.g., "This morning/Kim was
sitting In the forward cabin/and watching . . ."). A; the number of
propositions increases within clauses, subject noun phrases and prepo=
sitional phrases may become separable units ("Big pteces of rock/are
thrown from the volcano/. . ."), but parsings usually retadn the integrity

. of the relation between the v« b and object noun phrase. Within phrases,®
complexity is built by post-nominal qualifiers such as prepositional phrases
and relative clauses. The parsing structure usually separates the head
noun from the subordinate qualifiers (' . . . were formed by Iarafslo;ly
flowing from tne craters/or volcances. . ."),

Although the units defined by children's pausal jucgments seer to
agree fairly wel} with adult intuitions of parsi&g structure, it is not
clear that such units give a description of the optional "chunks" for
processing by poor readers., Critical factors‘in the selection of an
optimal unit appear to be (1) whether information is new or old. and (2)
the number of propositions expressed (which is correlated with the
number of words). Furthe: research should be directed to the propler of

specifying these characteristics more accurately.
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SUMMARY
This paper examined methods of eliciting child judgments about
the segmentation of sentences into meaningful units. The most effectice
methods relied on judgments of acceptable pause placement, but encourgged
readers t0 attend to both prosodic and semantic cues. All parsing judgment
tasks require considerable practice, probably jn a setting with small *
groups of children. Judgments of pauce placement du not show any
substantial differences between 1) children and adults, and 2) good
comprehenders and skilled decoders. The units identified by children's
pausal judgments (or by adult models of text parsing) are no: always
major syntacfic constituents such as noun phrases and verb phrases.
Purely syntactic criteria are necessary but not adequate to Acc0unt for
. «~he placement of pausal or phrasal junctures. A number of semantic
factors interact with syntax.as determinants of intrasentence units,
- including 1) number of propositions expressed, and 2) whether informa-
tion is new or old. Specification of an OpEimal processing unit awaits

further clarification of these and other factors affecting sentence

perception.
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ABSTRACT

An examination of reading subskills shows that most comprehension
skills reflect children's "verbal reasoning' abilities. Classroom
techniques are presented for teaching these higher-level comprehension
skilis. The techniques feature comprehension guides arJ structured
classroom interactions that show children how to understand implicit
text information such as inferences, conclusions, or the main idea.
The suggested activities, which can be adapted to instruction in con~
tent. areas, involve a step-by-§?ep sequence of exercises that permit

students to experience reading as an active "thinking process."
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REAOING COMPREHENSION: DEFINITIONS ANO INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS

David Snow

This paper summarizes the major ideas from two Sources in. the ares
of reading comprehensicn instruction. With a focus on classroom applica-
tions and methods, these two sources offer potential contributions to
the improvement of reading comprehension. Part | summarizes the conclusions
of Rosenshine {1977), who provides a good introduction to the study of
classroom practices by examining the various skills that are widely
believed to underlie successful reading comprehension. his review
supports the conclusion that the skills that typically form the basis
of instruction and assessmen; in reading comprehension (i.e., beyond
word attack skills) are interrelated aspects of a single, global skill,
which can be described as ''verbal reasoning.'

The description of reading comprehensvon as a reasoning activity is
consistent with a recent cognitive trend in reading research in which
reading is viewed as a type of inferential problem-solving task, requiring
an active, purposeful, s‘f:-checking engagement of the reader's attention.
in accordance with this view (with its emphasis oh the cognitive orientation
of the reader), researchers have ascribed poor reading comprehension to
the reader's use of deficient strategies for deriving and constructing
meaning from text {(Golinkoff, 1975-1976; Meichenbaum, 1976; Ryan, 1979).
Deflcient strategies, for example, are often characterized as passive,
excessively focused on details, and having the limited go3l of "'saying
all the worgs right" (Nyers & Paris, 1978; Ryan, 1979). The iq?ortance

of effective cognitive strategies in reading has been expressed most
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clearly in studies of children's “metacognitive" (Brown, 1977) and
“metacomy ehension'' skills {Baker & Stein, 1978; Markman, 1977). These
terms refer to readers’ awareness of {and thereby control overj the
goal-directed, cognitive processes used in reading, Including ihe abitity
to monitor the comprehension process such that readers know whether or
not they have understood the text. Metacognitive skills such as these
are currently believed to be crucial prerequisites for the higher-level
thinking activity implied by reading.

An important practical implication of metacognitive studies is that
student's reading comprehension skills can be improved by instruction
designed to increase (1) their »wareness of the goals, purpose, and
nature of reading {e.g., that readi:ng is more than a word-transiation
task), and {2) their ability to monitor thelr reading comprehension.
Accordingly, the recent literature on reading comprehension rflects
an interest in devising techniques for teaching metacognitive skills in
an instructional setting (e.g., see Brown, 1978; Ryan, 1979). Perhaps
tﬁe most typical instructional strategy involves cognitive behavior
modification using self-instructional training (e.g., Meichenbaum &
Asarnow, 1978;. In this type of trai~ing, children are taught to use
structured self-dialogues as a means of guiding their reading strategies
and ensuring adequate comprehension monitoring,

An alternative approach to comprehension training is presented in
Part t1 of this paper, which summarizes Herber's {1978) classroom technique
using "comprehension guides.” Although the techniques described by
Herber are not derived from metacognitive studies, they share #n importaht

goal with the metacognitive approach: Iimproving children's reading
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. cemprehension by enhancing their awareness of reading as a "thinking
__a‘”mh-_-ﬂmw'afoéess.“ Using.a more intuitive and heuristic approach than seif- - - .-
Instructional training, classroom instruction with comprehenst;n guides
seeks to improve children's metacognitive knowledge of reading-by helping
them to experience reading as an active, problem-solving activity. The
comprehension guides constitute » facilitative technigue for helping
students gain experiences in successful reading comprehension--experiences
that they will be able to generalize to post-training reading tasks.

Since this technique does not rely on complex self-dialogues {which
children may have difficulty using spontaneousiy), the effects of training

may show better ''transfer' than skills learned In self-instructionsi

training.
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Part |

Reading Comprehension Skills

Reading specialists seem to agree that reading comprehension involves
about seven basic skills:

o Understanding words in context

o locating details in the text

o Recognizing the sequence of events

e fidentifying cause and effect relationships

o Comparing and contrasting

o RecognizinG the main ldea

e Drawing inferences from the text

Rosenshine (1977) reviewed studies of these comprehension subskills and
addressed the following questions: (1) Are these separate skills or
aspects of a single skill? (2) I» there a hierarchical learning sequence
associated with them? {(3) Are these skills taught in a hierarchical manner
in the standard bass) reading series used most widely in the schools?
Correlational studies relevant to the first two questions (Pavis, 1968,
1972; Spearritt, 1972; Thorndike, 1973) ind)cate that comprehension sub-
skills are not geuerally ldentifiable as separate skllis. Nor is there any
evidence that they are learned In & hlerarchical manner (i.e., with one
prerequisite to another). An exception to this general finding is vocabu-
lary {understanding words in context), which was best identified as a
separate skill in al) three studies cited above. The clearest distinction
between the other skills is a generalized differentiation betﬁéun (1) under-

standing explicit materlal in the text, anrd (2) making infererices. This
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Yiexpiicit:implicit'' dichotomy corresponds to Carver's {1973)

useful distinction between reading and reasoning. ''Reading" involves

vord recognition skiiis and UndEFstanding Exphicit sentenceslevel relations.
“Reasoning'' refers to the abllity to combine meaning across sentences,
including inferences and conclustons. Thus, most of the skills that are
used to define reading comprehenslion measure verbal reasoning or "inferential
comprehension' {(Clymer, 196B).

Rosenshine {1977) also reviewed some of the most popular basal
reading series and found that these various skills are not taught In a
hierarchical manner. As a result of the findings of this review, some
research questions are proposed concerning how the subskills of reading
comprehension should be taught, including: {!) What are the instructional
consequences, if any, of teaching comprehension skills in different
sequences? and {2) Does instruction in one skill infiuence learning in
other skills?

Further attention also needs to be given to the distinction between
reading and verval reasoning. Skills in these areas might require

different approaches in both instruction and assessment.
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Part I

Classroom Instruction Using Comprehension Guides

__Herber (1978) presents a strategy for teaching comprehension skills_. ...

that is centered around the use of structured guides (''comprehension guides')
to the target content of texts children. are expected to read. |Instruction
using comprehension guides is intended for comprehension training in \
content~area classrooms, that is, where the focus Is on comprehending {and
learning from) written material in social studies, science, and math.
This type of instruction is appropriate {or adaptable) for classroom settings
ranging from the upper elementary grades tnrough high school. In contrast
to t;aditional methods of comprehension instruction {asking questions about
the text), the purpose of comprehension Quides is to initially simulat.
the conprehension experience by showing students (1) what comprehencion
entails, and (2) how to understand the written material they encounter. The
overall goal Is to provide children with experience and practice in reading
comprehension as an activity In thinking.

Comprehension guides are prepared by the teacher, who determines what
informaticn (including inferences, conclusions, etc.) the children
sh&yld understand and learn from a given text. This target jaformation
Is written as a series of declarative statements that collectively
constitute the comprehension guide, The children's task conslists of
_finding evidence from the text to either support or reject the statements
in the comprehension guide. The comprehension guide serves to simplify
and structure the comprehension process in two ways. First, It establishes

a purpose for reading: The children know exactly what kinds of information

they wil) be looking for in t: text. Second, the activity does not require
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students initially to construct or reconstruct the content of the text. The
task is only to locate evidence for or against the statements of target

content that are provided in the guide. The experience of verifying or

_.rejecting statements by locating evidence in_the text serves in effect

to simulate the comprehension experience. Once this experience is simulated
in a structured and supportive type of instruction, it provides a pattern
for children to follow in subsequent reading experiences (Herber & Nelson,

1975). _

Levels of Comprehension

The statements in the comprehension guide are intended to address
different levels of comprehension relative to the text. These refer to
comprehension of information at different levels of the text Structure.
The three levels of comprehension discussed in Herber (1978) are as

follows:

-
1

o Literal: information explicity stated in the text, that is,
what the author said. This is essentially sentence-levei
information.

e |Interpretive: informstion pertaining to what the author meant,
as :nsucea from connections across literal level statements.

This information takes the form of inferences and conclusions.
o Applied: synthesis of the author's ideas with the reader's own

deas and experiences, giving rise to larger principles and
generalizations.

The first of these levels (Literal) represents reading in the sense discussed

by Rosenshine {1977) while the other two represent verbal reasoning. The

comprehension guide begins with statements at the )iteral level and concludes

with statements at the applied level.
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Sequence of Instruction

The 5rﬂditlonal method of teaching comprehension involves_asking
questions, either before or after reading. For example, comprehension
fﬁ;i;ﬁ;}}on ln_e!eﬁeﬁti}y school reading texts consists almost entirely
of questions (Rosenshine, 1977) with little or no explicit teaching
about what comprehension entails. Herber (1978) points out, however,
that questions presuppose that the learner already knows how to comprehend
the material. Thus, que;tions are not effective as aids in teaching
comprehension; they only reinforce comprehension skills that the reader
has already acquired. Comprehension guides provide an alternative to
the use of questions for students who can benef:t by first learning how
to comprehend the materiai they encounter. Exercises using questions
are appropriate in later stages of the instructional sequence, which
are intended to encourage generaljzation of skills and transfer.

As described above, the instruction seguence using comprehension
guides begins by providing a simplified and supportive context for facili-
tating an experlience of the comprehension process. The initial task Is
to recognize evidence from the text that supports statements présented
in the comprehension guide. After considerable practice with this
prerequisite recognition experience, students are ready for less structured
activities that ;}adua!ly anift the problem-solving initiative from the
teacher to the learner. For example, using skills acquired in the initial

‘recognition activities, students next respond to questions about the
content sf target text material and eventually practice formulating com-
prehension statements by themselves. This Instructional sequébc , which

progresses f.om simpler to more demanding aCtivities, permits students to
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grad;a!!v transfer comprehension skills to new reading experiences in a
manner that is ultimately independent from the initial comprehension
guides. The instructional sSequence is based on the idea that recognition
is easier than production and therefore provides a8 more ;aci!itative
learning activity. Suggested steps in the overall program include

practice using comprehension guides in the following Sequence of forms:

1. OQOeclarative statements, with references to locations in the text
where supporting information can be found.

2. Declarative statements, without references.

3. Questions, with references to locations In the text where
information supporting answers can be found.

k. Questions, without references.
S. Questions that students formulate, and answer,

. 6. Student-produced statements (e.g., a summary) of the content
of material they have read. .

Similar procedures can be used to help students be more aware Of the
logical structure of text, for example, how ideas are expressed by com-

paring and contrasting, by showing cause and effect relationships, etc.

Discussion

Procedures using comprehension guides have not been validated
experimentally. Instead, they have evolved out of classroom experience
which indicates, according to Herber, that they are very effective 235 a
%heuristic strategy for teaching comprehension skills. Although these
procedures are not experimentally-based, a number of research results in

reading comprehension appear to support the basic approach, including:

® Young readers appear to have difficulty with higher-level
. aspects of the text beyond the literat level, that Is, drawing
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infersnces (e.g., Paris & Upton, 1976), summarizing (Otto,

Barrett, & Koenke, 1969), or identifying the structural importance
of ideas (Baker & Stein, 1978; Brown & Smiley, 1977; Smiley et al.,
1977). Comprehension guides permit direct sxperience in compre-
hension at these levels.

One of the most important prerequisites of good reading comprehension
appears to be metacomprehension skills (Brown § Smiley, 1977; Markman
1977; Ryan, 1979) whereby readers know when they don't under=-

stand the text adequately. Practice with comprehension guides is
aimed at improving students' ability to monitor comprehension by
facilitating techniques that allow them to experience the compre-
hension process. By experiencing comprehension, students learn

what to monitor.

The facilitating techniques used in comprehension guides are based
on the notion that recognition is easier than production. The claim
that recognition practice provides a good learning context is sup-
ported by Brown (1975), who found that i{s was easier for children

to recognize the sequence of stories than to reconstruct them from
reordered sequences and that reconstructian in turn was easier than
free recall. ‘ »

Comprehension skills for expository prose appear to develop later
than those for narratives {Danner, 1976)}. This supports the focus
on expository material, which is the target of comprehension training
using the comprehension guide approach.

The most fundamental probiem in reading comprehension instruction is’
that of transfer (Brown & Campione, 1977; Meichenbaum & Asarnow, 1978;
Ryan, 1979). That is, most poor comprehenders can usually

learn to rehearse instructions, monitor their comprehension strate-
gies, and apply other metacognitive “executive' skills in the context
of specific training sessions, but they seldom adopt these strategles
spontaneously in post-training reading experiences, The approach
using comprehension guides addresses the problem of transfer by &
sequence of Instructional steps that makes 8 gradual step-by-step
transition from initial, Intultive learning experiences to less~
structured activities in which students apply their metacognitive
knowledge about reading more Independently.
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